Impact factors of scientific journals divide the number of received citations during a (citation) year by the number of papers published in the past; normally the 2 years preceding the year of the citation count. These impact factors have -widely and for almost 20 years- been criticised when it comes to a translation of the impact factor of a journal to its constituent papers \[[@CR1]--[@CR4]\]. The reason is that the distribution of citations over the papers of a journal is heavily skewed \[[@CR2], [@CR4]\]. Therefore, there is a large difference between the average number of citations (impact factor) and the median number of citations. The explanation for this discrepancy is incomplete but relates to, among other things, the number of scientists active in the same field. Efforts have been made to relate obtained citations to the source of citations, i.e. the citing authors, their field, including their citation behaviour \[[@CR5]--[@CR8]\], but there is inhomogeneity in citation density below the level of a scientific journal \[[@CR9]\] and thus far no satisfactory solutions for this problem have been found. Relating citations to medical subject headings (MeSH) of bibliometric retrieval systems may be a step forward \[[@CR10]\], but this would still depend on categorisation of science by others than the publishing authors. True as this may be, it does not mean that impact factors are not important for scientific journals, their owners, their publishers, their editors, their reviewers and their prospective authors. The importance is also substantial for those who are in charge of judging applications for research grants and academic positions.

There has, in my opinion, never been a serious analysis on the difference in significance between high citation numbers and, for example, high television viewing figures. Thus, frequent citation may mean that research is excellent, but it may also mean that many other scientists are interested in the same topic (see above). The first presumption is, of course, more attractive to frequently cited authors. But not only to authors! Editors have become active in pushing the impact factors of their own journals in a way that starts to overstep the bounds of reasonable ethical behaviour \[[@CR11], [@CR12]\]. Still, the deviation in temporal citation profile from the average profile of all other papers may be more indicative of scientific importance as we presumed in a recent issue of this journal \[[@CR13]\].

The *Netherlands Heart Journal* received an impact factor for the first time in its history in 2009. It was at 1.39 (with truncation of the third decimal). The founder/owner of the *Institute for Scientific Information* (at present a part of Thomson Reuters), Eugene Garfield, has repeatedly stated that it is of course nonsense to calculate impact factors with an accuracy of three decimals, when it concerns, in general, far less than 1000 published papers. This fake accuracy serves the prevention of too many ex aequo rankings amongst the more than 8000 journals in the *Journal Citation Reports*, one of the yearly published products of Thomson Reuters. Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"} shows that the impact factor of the *Netherlands Heart Journal* remained constant at around 1.4 between 2009 and 2011. Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} shows the citation per paper in the years following the year of publication. At the abscissa the year of citation is given. Year 1 concerns the year of publication, and by dividing the number of citations by the number of papers published in the same year, one arrives at the 'immediacy index'. The impact factor is calculated by averaging the citations to papers published in the 2 years preceding the year during which citations are counted. In Fig. [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} it means that for arriving at the impact factor for 2009, one has to consider the weighed average of citations in year 3 for papers published in 2007 and in year 2 for papers published in 2008. At the same time, for the impact factor of 2011, one has to calculate the weighed average of citations in year 3 for papers published in 2009 and in year 2 for papers published in 2010 (these have been marked with an arrow in Fig. [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"}). Thus, citation during year 4 and later no longer contributes to the 2-year impact factor, although citation during these years may be more frequent than during the preceding years.Fig. 1Impact factor of the *Netherlands Heart Journal* between 2009 (first impact factor) and 2011. The impact factor of 2012 was communicated between the submission of this editorial and its publicationFig. 2Citation of the papers published by the *Netherlands Heart Journal* 2007--2011 during the subsequent years of citation. Year 1 is the year of publication. Data are from *Journal Citation Reports*, a product from Thomson Reuters, when the symbols are small. The larger symbols are taken from the *Web of Science* (also from Thomson Reuters), in cases where information was not (yet) available in *Journal Citation Reports*

The impact factor for 2012 was unknown at the time of submission of this article. However, it can be deduced from Fig. [3](#Fig3){ref-type="fig"}, which shows citations obtained during 2012 to the papers published in 2010 and 2011 and divided by the total number of papers, that a minor decrease (compare with Fig. [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}) is anticipated (see the thin line in Fig. [3](#Fig3){ref-type="fig"}). At the same time, by comparing the thick with the thin line one may appreciate that citations obtained thus far in 2013 to the papers published in 2011 and 2012 are well above the number of citations obtained during 2012 to the papers published in 2010 and 2011. The circle at week 22 has been duplicated at week 52, because it estimates the impact factor for 2013. It means that an impact factor well above 2.00 is foreseen for the first time in the history of the *Netherlands Heart Journal*. Despite the limitations of the impact factor (see above), this is good news for anyone interested in this journal, in particular for those who are considering submitting their work.Fig. 3Prediction of the impact factor of the *Netherlands Heart Journal* in 2012 (*thin line*) and 2013 (*thick line*). At the time of publication of this article, the accuracy of this prediction can be appreciated from the official value, as it will have been communicated by Thomson Reuters. The impact factor for 2013 (see the circle at week 22 which is repeated at week 52, because it predicts the situation at the end of the year) will be officially communicated in the summer of 2014
